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Remarks/A r gn men ts 

Claims 1, 3-8, and 1 1 -23 are pending in the application. The position set forth in the 
Office Action has been carefully considered. Reconsideration is respectfully requested 

L REJECTIONS OFJIXAIMS 1, 3-8. AND 11-23 UNDER 35 U.S-C. 6$ 102 AND 103 

Claims 1, 5-8, and 11 -23 stand rejected under 35 U.S-C § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
US. Patent No. 6,496,477 ("Perkins")- Claims 3 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable based on combination of Perkins and U.S. Patent No. 5,751,956 
( <c Kirsch"). All pending claims are believed to be allowable for at least the following reasons. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

The inventions defined in the pending claims are directed to a method, an apparatus and a 
computer program product for replicating a plurality of original packets in a packet flow received 
by a first device. Independent claim I requires, inter alia, "inffie^gt^eyice, identifyrngthe 
original packets m:th ^a?kerfl^ to the at least one predetermined entering Oiher 

independent claims 19-23 contain recitations similar to those of claim 1. 

The Examiner cited column 6, line 18 - column 7, line 50 referring to Fig. 1 as describing 
the above-identified claimed feature, i.e., " . . frdenfrfyin^ . . . accoTding-to— ^ 

tfrerlrt Jeastohe-pre^ and pointed out that 'using-referen^^ 

associated wiffedssfir^^ to identifying the original packets as 

claimed. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As a preliminary matter, the Perkins patent fails to teach or suggest identifying the 
original packets according to the at least one predetermined criterion as claimed. It merely 
shows a system which * < make;s] probable that the distinct streams of packets 1 1 1 and their 
dependent packets 1 13 will traverse different routes 1 19 and 1 17 through the network 100 from 
source 103 to destination 105" However, g^njp^^ 
^ packet-flow . 

Most notably, the portion cited by the Examiner regarding use of reference nwner il~ i T r ir^ 
Fig. 1 has nothing to-tfoS^ Rather, the reference numeral-' 1 ! -merely^ 

indicates that the/g gmrjorie^ 

column 7, lines lS^20j>£PdrkLns* For example the micropho ne-l6l" i7J^ 162 a ^etc. 

correspond to the computer 105 while the microphone 161.1, the loudspeaker 162.1, etc. 
correspond to the computer 103 . It is respectfully submitted that Perkins* reference numerals in 
no way suggests, implicitly or explicitly, identifying original packets in a packet flow according 
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to at least one criterion as cl;time<L Therefore* the Perkins patent cannot be said to anticipate the 
inventions defined in independent claims 1 and 19-23. 

As discussed in the previous response dated September 16, 2003, Claim 1 further recites 
a method in which a first device receives "a request from a second device for connecting with the 
first device, the request ideatifying at least one predetennined criterion." Claim 1 also recites 
that the first device connects "with the second device in response to the second request/* and that 
the replicate packets generate in the first device are transmitted "along a second routing path, 
the second routing path being different from the first routing path and including the second 
device." The Examiner cited column 5, line 38 - column 6, line 57 referring to Fig. 1 as 
describing these claimed features. However, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited 
portion does not teach these features of the invention as discussed below. 

First, Perkins does not teach that a request for packet replication is made bv another 
device as claimed As described at column 6, lines 18-31 of Perkins, "the source 103 inventively 
launches packets and their dependent packets as plural flows along plural paths 1 17 and 1 1 9 
through network 100." Ther« is no description in Perkins which suggests "receiving a request 
from a second device for connecting with the first device" as claimed. 

Second, Perkins fails to teach that such a request identifies the criterion by which packets 
to be replicated are identified. The cited portion of Perkins is silent on a request which identifies 
a criterion. Perkins merely shows that two flows of packets are launched along two paths. 

Lastly, Perkins does not teach that the replicate packets are transmitted along a routing 
path which includes the device from which the request was made . Again, the cited portion of 
Perkins is not relevant to this claimed feature. Perkins does not even assume that a request for 
packet replication can be made by another device. Thus, Perkins cannot be said to teach 
transmission along a routing path which includes such a second device. 

In summary, Perkins does not teach: 

that original packets are identified according to at least one predetermined criterion; OR 

that such a request for packet replication is made by another device; OR 

that such a request ideatifies the criterion by which packets to be replicated are identified; 

OR 

that the replicate packets are transmitted along a routing path which includes the device 
from which the request was n:.ade. 
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Neither Perkins nor :my of the cited references teach or suggest these features, either 
alone or in combination- If the Examiner believes that the claimed features discussed above are 
somehow implicitly suggested in the art of record, Applicants respectfully encourages the 
Examiner to identify a relevant portion of the references. 

In view of the foregoing, the rejection of independent claim 1 over Perkins is believed 
overcome. Because dependent claims 3-8 and 11-18 incorporate all of the limitations of 
independent claim 1, the rej taction of these claims are also believed overcome for at least the 
reasons discussed. In addition, because independent claims 19-23 recite similar limitations as 
those recited in claim 1, these claims are also believed patentable over the cited references for at 
least the reasons discussed above with reference to claim 1. Withdrawal of the rejections is 
respectfully requested 

IL CONCLUSION 

Applicants believe that all pending claims are in condition for allowance, and respectfully 
request a Notice of Allowance at an early date. If the Examiner believes a telephone conference 
would expedite prosecution of this application, please telephone the undersigned at 5 10-843- 
6200, ext. 245. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 



Haruo Yawata 

Limited Recognition under 37 CFR § 10.9(b) 

RO. Box 778 

Berkeley, CA 94704-0778 

Tel: 510-843-6200, ext. 245 
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